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REMARKS 

Pavorabte reconsidemtiQn of this application is xespectTuIly nsqucstcd in view of ihc 
amendments above and die following remarks. Oaims 1 , 11 , 1 9, 2 1 , 24» and 26 have been 
amended berciiu Support for the umendmcnts may be found in original claims 19 and 21 and 
page 17 of the originally filed specificatioii* Tbexefbre, claims 1-33 are cuxtently pending of 
which claims 1. 11, and 24 arc independent No new matter has been bitroducedbywayof 
the clium amendments and ent^ thereof is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-5, 11, 15-18, 24, and 29-33 were rejected under 3S US.C. §103(o) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over Blanchard (6,072.542) C^BIancbard**) in view of Fogcl 
(5,619.566) ("FogeV). 

Claims 6, 7, 25, and 27 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Blanchard in view of Fogel in view of Ellis et ttL (U,5. Pub. No. 
2005/0020223) C^Ellis")- 

Claims 8 and 12 were rejccied under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly bang 
unpatentable over Blanchard in view of Fogel in view of Nonomura et aL (6^094,234) 
CNpnomum**). 

Claims 9, 10, 13, and 14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being 
unpaicniable over Blanchard in view of Fogcl in view of Setogawa et al, (5»822,024) 
(**Sctogawa*0. 

These rejections are respectMly traversed for the reasons stated below. 

Allowable SubrectMcitier 

Claims 19-23, 26. and 28 wcm objected to as being dependent upon a rqcctcd base 
claims, but allowable if rewritten in independent form. Accordingly, subject matter firom 
claims 1 9 and 21 has been included in independent claims 1,11, and 24. 

Claim Refection Under 35 U,S.a S103 

The test for determining if a claim is rendered obvious by one or more references for 
purposes of a rejection under 35 U.S.C, § 1 03 is set fordi in KSK International Co. v, Teleflex 
Inc.. 550 U.S._, 82 U$PQ2d 1385 (2007): 
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^sdcr § 1 03, ihc $copc and content of the prior mt are to be determined; diiferences 
between the prior art and die claims at issue arc to be ascertained; and the level of ordinary 
skill in the pertinent arc resolved. Against this background the obviousness or 
nonobviousncss of the subject matter is determined. Such secondary considcmttons as 
commercial success^ long felt but unsolved nceds^ ^ilurc of others, etc., might be utilized to 
give light to the crrcmnstanccs surrounding the origin of the subject matter sought to be 
. patented,** Quoting Graham v, John Deere Co. of Kansas City^ 383 U.S. 1 (1966). 

According to the Examination Guidelines for Determining Obviousness Under 35 
U*S.C. 103 in view of KSR International Co. v. Tele/lex Inc., Federal Register, Vol. 72. No. 
19S, 57S26, S7S29 (October 1 0, 2007).. once the Graham &ctual inquiries ore resolved, there 
must be a dctcrminadon of whedicr the claimed invention would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art based on any one of the following proper rationales: 

(A) Combining prior ait elements according to known methods to yield 
prcdiciablc results; (B) Simple subsdludon of one known element for another 
to obtain predictable results; (C) Use of known technique to impnavc similar 
devices (methods, or products) in the same way; (D) Applying a known 
technique to a known device (method, or product) ready for improvement to 
yield predictable results; (E) "Obvious to try"— choosing irom a finite 
number of idenlilied, predictable solutions, with a reasonable expectation of 
success; (F) Known work in one field of endeavor may prompt variations of it 
for use in either the same field or a different one based on design incentives or 
other market forces if the voriatioiis would have been predictable to one of 
ordinary skill in the art; (C) Some teaching, suggcsdon, or modvadon in the 
prior art that would have led one of ordinmy skill to modify the prior art 
reference or to combine prior art reference teachings to arrive at the claimed 
invcndon- KSR International Co. v. Teleflexine:, 550 US._^ 82 USPQ2d 
1385(2007). 

Furthermore^ as set forth in ICSR International Co. v. Teteflex Ine.^ quotmg Stomln ret 
JCahn, 441 F. 3d 977, 988 (CA Fed* 2006), "[R]cjccdons on obviousness grounds cannot be 
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sustained by mere conclusory stBtcmcnts; instead, there must be some artieulatcd reasonings 
with some rational undexpimmig to support the legal conclusion of obviousness.** 

Furthermore, as set forth in MPEP 2143.03, to ascertain the differences between the 
prior ait and the claims at issue, *t^]ll claim limiiadons must be considered** because *^aU 
words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of that claim against the 
prior art" Tn re Wilson^ 424 F.2d 1 382, 1 385. 

If the above-identified criteria and rationales ore not j&et» then the cited references &il 
to render obvious the claimed invention and, thus» the claimed invention is distinguishable 
over the cited references. 

Claims l-S, 1 1, 15-18, 24, and 29-33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C §l03(a) as 
allpgedly being unpatentable over Blanchard in view of FogcL This rejection is respcctftilly 
tniverscd because Blanchard and Fogel, taken alone or in combinutioii, fail lo teach or 
suggest the features of independent claims K 1 1 » and 24» and the claims that depend 
therclxom. 

Independent claim I has h^n amended bereiu to recite, inter alia: 

5aiid_memDryLfltrtlier.'rti;)nnft^fl_pr^ 

prccicfcrmmcd ^gR ^mm^ Wn^^hvl^^ ^ predetermine^^ ZQ^ CTPli^^dc 

spantliresliold: 

wherein Said audio event detecting means includes an energy detector, 
which detects an audio event in said audio data by measuring an energy 
content of said audio data and indexes said video data at about a beginning of 
said audio event pqd, ^faerep pa j(j pudjg eyent ^^e^ec^fflR Bieans.jCiqrthcr 
inclndes_a_ZCR,detectQr_forgcnemtiniLa.ZCRj<j^ 

comparing a ZCRjVnrianceandaZCR value span_o_f^id_a_udio data to the 
predetermined ZCR_variance threshold and to ggid nredctcrmincd ZCR. 
amplitude span tbreshold. respecttvelv^ if said energy content sarisfies said 
predetennme^t eperRy th^Qld, 

Independent daim 1 1 has been amended herein to recite, inter alia^ that; 

said audio event detector includes an energy detector communicating 
widi said processor and n ZCR^detector_comnninicating with said jroeessor ; 
and 

a memory communicating witli said processor, said memory storing 
video data and audio data corresponding to said video data , said memory 
Mq:St9,riT1R.a.pt?aietemin a.pprfetermincd ZC^ 

amplimde.span.thirshold^and^ajredetermined.ZCR 

wherein said audio event detector detects an audio event in said audio 
data by measuring an energy content of said audio dat a, generating a 2CR 
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value from gai_d_audio_da_ta^aiid,cpinparing_a ZCRjvarianc^^ 
span_of_said audio data to, the.prcdctcrmiTicd.ZCR variance threshold and to 
the predetermined ZCR amplimde span thresliDld^.respectivdy^ if said energy 
content satfsfies said prbdetermined energy dtfisihold . 

Independent claim 24 bos been amended herein to recite» inter alia, that: 

comparing a ZCR_variance_and_a ZCR^Value^span of said_audiQ_dflta_to 
a_i>rcdctcnntned ZCR variance threghold and _to_ _a_ predetermined ZCR 
amplitude_span_direshQld^respectivcly.JfL3atd cncrgv_contcnt_sattBfi»_said 
. predeterminedenergyLthreshold. 

BUmchard feils to teach nt least the fcatnrcs recited above, tncludinB "ft ZCR detcctof 
for_ttcncratiTig a ZCR^value_lTom_said audio data. "* and * *comPurmg a ZCR varizmce and a 
ZCR vttloe span,,, if said energyLcontent satisfies said_pMdetermi energyjdireshold, " as 
recited by independent claim 1,11, and 24. 

The A^licant notes ihiit die$e ie^iturts were previously recited in original claims 19 
and 2ly both of which were indicated as allowable, because Blanchard^ like Fogel and the 
remaining prior art of record, fails to teach or suggest these features. Blanebaid is drawn to a 
video recording and logging device which includes an appamtus to detect scene changes* 
Blanchard measures the amplitude of background audio levels to detect scene changes. 
Blanchaid is silent with respect Co a ZCR detector for generating a ZCR value and coin|»aring 
ZCR values. 

Similarly, Pogel is directed to a voice acdvity detector, which measures energy in a 
signaL Fogel is silent with respect to a ZCR detector for genemting a ZCR value and 
comparing ZCR values. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, it is tespectRilly submitted that Blanchard and 
Fogel ikil to teach or suggest the features of indqjcndcnt claims 1,11, and 24. Accordingly, 
Che Examiner is respectfully icqucsUKl to withdraw the rejection of clahns U lU and 24 and 
to allow these claims. 

Claims 2-S, lS-1 8, and 29-33 arc also allowable over Blanchard and Fogel at least by 
virtue of ihdr lespective dependencies upon allowable claims 1 • 1 1, and 24» 

Claims 6, 7, 25, and 27 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03 (a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Blanchard in view of Fogel in view of Ellis. This rgection is rcspcctfiilly 
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tnivcrscd because Blancbard, Fogcl, aixl Ellk, token alone or in eombination, fail to leaeh or 
suggest tlie features of claims 6, 7, 25, and 27. 

As set forth above, Blanchard and Fogel tail to teach or suggest the features of 
independent claims 1 and 24 irom which claims 6, 7, 25, and 27 depend, respectively, EUis 
fails to cure the deficiencies of Blanchard and Fogel, Therefore^ claims 6, 7, 2S, and 27 are 
allowable, at least, by virtue of their respective dependencies on allowable claims 1 and 24. 

For at least tiie foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the OSce Action 
has failed to establish a prima facie case of obvious against claims 6, 7, 25, and 27. The 
Sxaminer is therefore respectfidly requested Co witbdmw this rejection and to allow these 
claims. 

Claims 8 and 12 were rejected under 35 U.S,C § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Blanchard in view of Fogel andNonomum. This rcjecdon is rcspectllilly 
tmversed because Blimchiird, Fogel, and Nonomura, taken alone or in combbadon, M to 
teach or suggest the features of claims 8 and 12* 

As set forth above, Blanchard and Fogel fail to teach or suggest the features of 
independent claims 1 and 1 1 fiom which claims 8 and 12 depend, respectively. Nonomura 
fails to cure the deficiencies of Blanchard and Fogel. Therefore, claims 8 and 1 2 arc 
allowable, at least, by virtue of their respective dependencies on allowable chums 1 and 11. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, it is respectfidly submitted that the OfSce Action 
has iailed to esiablish a prima facie case of obvious against claims 8 and 12. The Examiner 
is therefore respectfiilly requested to withdraw this rcjecdon and to allow these claims. . 

Claims 9, 10, 13, and 14 were rejccied under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as allegedly being 
unpaicniable over Blanchard in view of Fogel and Sctogawa* This rejection is respectfully 
traversed because Blanchard, Fogel, and Setogawa, taken alone or in combinadon, lail to 
teach or suggest the features of claims 9, 10, 13, and 14. 

As set forth above, Blanchard and Fogel fail to teach or suggest ihc features of 
tndqjcndent claims 1 and 1 1 from which claims 9, 10, 13, and 14 depend, respectively* 
Setogawa laiis to cure the deficiencies of Blanchard and Fogel. Therefore, claims 9, 1 0, 13, 
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and 14 arc allowable, at least, by virtue of tbcir rcspccdvc dependencies on allowable claims 



For at least tiie foregoing reasons, it is rci^octlully submitted that the Office Action 
has failed to establish a prima facie case of obvious against claims 9, 10, 13, and 14- The 
Examiner is therefore rcspectfiilly requested to wiihdmw this rejection and lo allow these 
claims 

Conclusion 

In light of the foregoing, withdmwal of the rqccdons of record and allowance of this 
applicadon are earnestly solicited. 

Should the Examiner believe that a telephone conference with the undersigned would 
assist in resolving any issues pertaining to the allowability of the above-identilicd 
applicadon, please contact the undersigned at ihc telephone number listed below. Please 
gmnt any required extensions of time and charge any fees due in connection with this request 
to deposit account no. 08-202S. 



1 and II. 



Respectfully submitted. 



Dated: February 6, 2008 



By 




Ashok K* Mannava 
RegistmdonNo.: 45^01 



MANNAVA & KANG, ?.C 
1 1240 Waples Mm Road 
Suite 300 

FairfiwcVA 22030 
(703) 652-3822 
(703)865-5150 (facsimile) 
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